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distributing the general exchequer grant, which have been discussed
above. A case can be made out for making at least a part of the
costs of such services a district or even a count}' charge. If this
were done the burden would be spread, as it would be quite
naturally and without controversy in the city, over persons other
than the immediate beneficiaries.1
Both rural district and county councils have powers to do this if
they think fit, and in recent years they have begun to use them in the
Survey Area.2 All the rural councils have either made or are consider-
ing making some grant out of the general rate to assist water-supply
or sewerage schemes. In the case of a sewerage scheme in the Bulling-
don District, the rural district council contributed 40 per cent, of the
total cost out of the general rate, the county council contributed 36
per cent., leaving the parish to shoulder 24 per cent, of the burden.
A water-supply scheme in the Ploughley District was paid for in the
approximate proportions of one-quarter by the rural district as a
whole, one-quarter by the county, and one-half by the parish. The
annual cost of the installation and running of a sewerage scheme
prepared for Islip will probably be borne as to 17 per cent, each by the
county council and the rural district council, the rest falling on that
parish. On the whole, such contribution to special expenses of
parishes does not seem to be very common, but we understand that
Berkshire County Council uses its power of contributing to encourage
the wider spreading of charges by making its grants dependent upon,
and proportionate to, grants by the rural district council. Three of
our rural district councils state that they have no regular policy in
this matter, but consider each application by a parish on its merits;
Bullingdon informs us that its general policy is to contribute from
the general rate all costs of a scheme in excess of a shilling rate upon
the parish concerned—of course, even this may be a somewhat heavy
burden for some parishes to meet. Though sometimes parishes
apply for assistance and are refused, one case has occurred in which
the rural district council has offered to pay for a water-supply out of
1	The Abingdon Rural District Council have based a claim for county assistance for
a sewerage scheme to some parts of four suburbanized parishes on the contention that
the increase of population there leads to an increase of revenue from general rates and
exchequer grant, and that five-sixths of this increase accrues to the county council and
only one-sixth to the district. They therefore argue that the cost of such schemes, which
are associated with an increase of population, should be regarded by both county and
district authorities as remunerative investments.   After prolonged negotiation, it has
been agreed that county and rural district shall share equally the burden of the annual
loan charges, leaving the running costs to be met from a special rate on the four parishes,
2	For the collection and editing of the particulars which follow, the author is
indebted to Mr. C W. H. Sutton.

